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^ ^ The e£fects-;of content ichemat air embodying the 
^'reader • 6 existing Ifnowledg© about a toplCp on reading compreheniioh^ 
werB>^ examined in t¥o exp^rimtntf . in which high school and toollege 
stuflents were -instructed to take a distinctive point of view while 
reading and -recalling a jstory^ Perspectives assigned before reading, 
shortly after reading^ und long after readllig' all had Substantial 
^effects cn re call... The results ^ were ^interpreted" to mean that the 
schejSa brought into play by the .perspective instructions selectively 
enhances encoding when operative during reading and selectively 
Enhances retrieval when operative during attempts at recall. The 
schema operative^ during' reading appears to Influence not only the 
likelihocd that certain text elements^ will be learned, but also their 
longevity in memory, (Author/DF) ^ 
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eriments, subj^tts wefe i nstrijcte^ to takfe, a di st m^^^^^oi nt 
of view whi Ife fading/and recalling a^^^r^, ^Perspgctiye^ Mi|rgn btYora ^ ^ 
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^rteading^. #N^tly af;ter reading^ artiMong #ter reading al 1 ^had s'tifcf|tanti#l 



•iffiactf ' on recal U The resuTti wet'e Mntefpy^&Jerf t©' mean that it^t ^thema 
b>rought Into play by tha -perspective inS|^rttcfrfon#^ saitct ^pt^ce^^ 
jgrttod f tig Wn%n operative during reading ar»d s%lflcfiyely eriHaftces .ret i%eval 



• . /•., .t^;^^ 

when Qperati»ve duri ng 'attempts, at recal K,/4.^rt"si*ichema opera#ve )durrri^ 
r%ad j ri^ appears to inftuence not biyty the^likeUihtood t^^t carta? rS feext'^ 
elaMnti will be learned but also'thsfr lohg^vftiy In mema^y.'^- ■ 
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Time Course of Schema Effects • 



. Effects of the Reader's\ Schetna At ;V 



; ' , ^ ' Different.Points in\TrfTTe= \ % 



A mijof task faeitig a reader la to.flnd ian overall framework «r ^ 
§shenig% fjthin'whiich to understand a text. The schema all ows^ the readeV 
\ to price the major themes, secondary themes, ahd supporting details In' 



prdper Illation to^one another, and may be Integ^aJ to several othfer. 



prehension and memqry^f unct tons , as WiU be explained later, 

' The -reader uses two general kinds of schemata in i nterpret ing' textvj^ ' 
The fir^t embodies knowledge of di scpurse conventions that signal organi-/ 
> zatiorf^;- Them aife probably specialfzed conventions characterT sti c of *4 
diVtlnct te^^ forms as wel 1 as conventions common to most fofmsV thus, lit 
IS possible to|speak of a story schema, a personal letter schema^ a news 
^ftidly sch#ma, a sci^entlfic report schema, and so on* As a class*" knowl- 
edge oNthe disciurse" level conventions 0f text may be- called textual 
schemata. ^ ^ # ^ ^ v - ' .. 

The present research is concerned^ wi th -a second generar type of schemata, 
namely content schemata, embody lug the reader's existing; knowledge of real 
and imafinary worlds. What tf;ie reader al ready bel leve^ ibout a topic helps 
to structure thi interpretation of new messages about t^ils topic. Indeed^ 
as we have argued In detail elsewhere (Pichert & Anderson, 1977; SteffeFisen, 
Jagdeo; S Anderson, I978) , there is gopd reason to believe that .content 



schemata are more important to reading ^comprehension tkan text^lal schemata 
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A variety df experimental techniques has;, been emplpyed to^study the ^ 

■ ^ ' ^ ' * • " \ ^ ^ : # ' • . = 

effects of content, schemata. For jnstance* titles Kave^faeen provided that 

induce different i nterp re tati on s_^f ambiguous .piiis (Bransford £ Johnsorip 

1973; Schal lert, 1976) . Or, ch^acters ^in the •passage to/ be read have been 

assigned the n^pi^^fj^e tl-^ known f^ there^y^ins\nuitmg the relevance . 

of the readeip^ exl sting knowledge of these individ£ials»^{Sul in & Doollng, ' 

197fc; Brown, Smiley, Day, Townsend, ^ Lawtoas 1977K Or, alternate intro- 

ductions to the passage have been Wri tfeA so as to cause readers to Identify 

with different characters (Owens, ^afofe, S Bower , 1979),^ Or, schemata have 

bean manipulated by selecting subjectg wi th .di fferent amounts of knQw4edge 

. - ' ^ : ^ ^ ^ ^ 

about a topic or different cultural backgrounds^ (Anderson^, ,Rey no Ids^i Sjhallerti 
S Goe^t^,^ '1977; Steffensen, Jogdeo, S Anderson, 1978i SplMch, Veibr^idfeFi C^Jesi, 
S Voss. 1979). ^ . . ■ - ^ * 

^- . . .. ^ . ^ . v« ^ 

Two clear findings have emerged from this research* Fi r|^tjVC^|ders ^ ■ 
^ make 1 nference|/€onsistent with their schemata. Second, they feC#jI.;K rnore^^^ , 
text informa|i0n important to their schemata. What is not so clear Is pre- 



" r 



cisely why Ihese phenomena appear, aVthpugh there Is no shortage of Ideas 
about possible mechan! sms , h I nvesjt igators have been as ingenious jt inventing 
explanations as they have at^ dreamjng up procedures for induci.ng syfejects 

i 

to bring alternate schemata to ]beaf^, ^ t 



The explanat ions divide intolitwq cl asses . ^ Encodi ng hypotheses suppose 
processes active during readi ng. Retrieval hyp^e^es as,^upie jr#tei,ses 
active later when 1 nformati off^ust be rimembered^ \Ji th^ wspiect to enc 
one theorist or another has. supposed that the readerAs schema guides 



Time Course of Schema Effects. ' 

alloQtlpn of attantfpn to the ifghlficant aspects of the text, furnfshas 
the Ideationil scaffolding for assmi lating Information, and/or enables 
' inferential elaboration where the text fs not explicft, Later^ when the 
. text fs recalled, it has been supposed that the operative schema provides 
a structure that facll I tates an 0;rderl^ search of memory , provides the 
criteria for^editing unimportant o^ uncertain Information, and/or enables 
inferehtiai reconstruction where there are. gaps in memory. It' Is apparent 
that one major Issue is when a schema has its influence. The purpose of 
the research Reported in this paper Is to investigate the time course of 
schema effectSr 

Our previous research has establ ished that a schema has. an effect on 
retrieval In addition to'an.y it may have oh encoding (Anderson S Pichert, ' 
1978)* Subjects directed to take either a homebuyer or & burglar perspec- 
tjve read a stor.y about two boys playing hooky from scliool, They^go to one 
of tl|fe boys ' homes because his mother is neyer there on Thursdays. The ' 
family i s wel I-to-da. They have a fine old home with attract ive^rounds, 
but also some defects such as a leaking roof and a musty basemBnt. The / 
famHy has a number of valuable pbssessions including ten-speed bikes and 

original paintings, , . . . -^^ — . 

Everyone attempted to recall the story twice. Before the sf'^ohd attempt, 

Tialf of the subjects were directed to take a new perspective (from burglar ^ 
to . homebuyer or vice versa). On the' S^cohd attempt, subjects recalled 

addition'ai; previously unrecalled information Important to the new per- ^ 

spective but unimportant to the perspective pperatlve when the passage 
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was read and recalled for 'the ffrst time. For instance, subjects who 
shifted to the burgldr. perspective be.came more likely to recall information 
iuch as that the si de -door_wis always unlocked, whereas,.subjects who .shifted/ 
to the homebuyer perspective were likely at tKat point to remeffllSer that the 
roof leaked ar that the place had attractive grounds. Jn severaL eKperi= 
ma?^ employing this paradigm, f rom 65I to more Chan 80I of the subjectf 
^ have -recalled at least one additional piece of Information Important to C ' 

their new*|erspecti ve, , , , 
^ These Tesglts strongly Impl I cate a retrieval process, ..>lowever, tKe 



f ' .:!^\ data did' not give strong support to the view that the operjtive schema lal so 
' encoding, pei^hapf because the paradigm permitted only a weaki test 



ivffeat 



possible encoding benefits (see Anderson & PicherC', 1978, p. 7) . The 
of the f I rst experiment described herein was to determine whet 



/J Itv^ader's schema has both jneod! ng and retrieval effects and i^hether the 
^; V^f^^Cts are independent. The design was simple. Subjects were Instructe 




td take one of two perspecti ves before reading a passage. 'After reading,; | 

■ 

h^lf the subjects shifted to the other perspective and then all subjects 



^: ^ recal led'the passage/ A mdin effect for the first p^erspectivej operative ,1 
r when the passage was read, would suggest , an encoding benefit.; A main effect 
for tlie second perspective, operative during recall, would Indicate^ ' 
retrieval benefit* If there was ho ^1 nteract Ion between first and se^^d 
perspective, this would suggest that tha encoding and retrjeval processes 
were independent* . * V I . ^ 
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Method 



I ( , ExperiiTient 
Subjects , data was obtained f horn , a hetefogehebut safriple of 



215 pubUc high school 'students enrolled In a itettool i^a 

city. Ten othgrr subjects fai led to^cofflplyy with IhstrUctlo^^^^^^^ 

subjects wefe lost when theKr-^newtTB^ctures arri-ved dyririg the. ^tudy. " 

One further subject bfegan dreading, but I d^d not to conti^nue. 

Materials , experimental passage was the narrative. sufrHtiirl zed 

earlier about what two boysfdid at one of the boys' homes while they were 
skipping school.' It cqntalned a number of pointsof Interest to homebuyefs 
and burglars. The story was 373 words; long and contained- 72 idea unit's , 
which had been rated for their relative importance to a burglar and to> a 
prospective homebuyer (Prchert & Anderson, 1977) * ' ' ' 

Design and procedure . S ubj acts , were run in groups of 8 to 25, Sub- 
Je'cts were told that the study cohMrned "how people think about and re^tmbe 
storlBB . . * primarily In niemory for the ideas In a story," Envelopes 
containing inst ctionsp the story, and a test bookTet Were distributed 
to subjects at random. Subjectr reid instructions assigning them the bur- 
glar or homebuyer perspective after which they were given two minutes *to 
read the passage/ Then twelve minutes were allowed to do 79 Items from the 
Wide Range Vocabulary Test (French, Ekstrom,s Price, 1963). Only the f i rs4: 
^8 I tems were scbred. The addltlonil 31 I terns were empjoyj^ to *keep ttie 
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retehtjon jnterval uniform. Since this \$b relatively di f f ! eu I t tes t; - 
.jntended for advanded high schooled college students, not all subjects 
finished th^ fIrst/iS interns In the .twelve minute period. 

V After'the vocabulary ttfrt subjects turned to an instruction page which' 

■ ■ • •' ■ * ' . . ' ' ^ " - ■ 

- ^ ■ ' . ■ • - ■ ^ ■ 

asked hilf of them to recall tha story from thel r oKlginal persj^ctfve. 
The rest we re^ told to think of the story from a new pef*spect 1 ve , tha per'" 
spective riot assigned originaljy. The H'nstructions emphasized "please wrlte^ 
dc^n all you are .able to recall from the story. Write down as much of the 
entire story as exa^ly^ as you. can on the twq blank sheets of paper. If 



you cannot remember the exact words of any sentence, but you do remember 
.the meaning^ write down a sehtence oi- ptirasi^. as close to the orfglnal as 
possible." Subjects Were asked to be sure to keiep in mind the j^erspect i;Ve 
from which they were to recall the story and to "be sure to write down /every 
fait of the story you can remember^ no rfiatter how Inconsequential i t mdy seem. 

Following recalj subjects completed a debxi^f I ng ques^tionnal re Then 
they were thanked for their cooperation, exhorted to tell none o^ their* " 
friends what th^ study was about until the day was over, and dlsmi/ssed, 

•'- ' ^ - ■ ■ ^ :l ^ . 

Scoring ., idfa uqjts were identified in the protocol r-whi chi accqprdi ng^ 
to gist ^rrieria, hatched ^ny of the 28 Idea units previously rated as having 
dl fferent lal importarice from the twq perspectives. Fifteen Idfea unlt^ were 
Important to burglars, but much less important to homebuyersw. The other 
thirteen were iof higher rated Importance to homebuyers-i^^n' burglars. In r 
an ftrller study (Pichert & ^nderson, 1977) interrater rel iabil i ty was .93. 
Reliability was not ^ass^ed thU^^^t^^^ 
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Results 

^ . Table Iv presents mean proportions Vecalled as a function of-the ^ = 
importance of the Information to the two peripect Ives. \SignIficaht effects 
were obtained for both Importance to the first perspective, F(l,207) ^ 38.3*; 
£ < .01, and Importance to the second perspectlvep F( 1,207) ^ 26,4, £ < ,01,, 
but, as can be seen from the table, there was no Interaction, ^ Burglar Infor- 
mation was better recalled th^n h^Sme buyer information and subjects with 
high scores on the vocabulary test y^alled more than subjects with low 
scores. There were no other significant effects. 

Insert Table 1 about here 
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' E^cper^ment 2 

.ThCreiults of EKpeximent 1 Indicate that perspectives assigned feefore 

arfd shortly after reading a passage both have substantial effects on recall 

w " ' 
- ^ . ' ■ %■ 

and thit the effects are Independent. The question addressed In the second 
experliifient is what wolild happen If a new perspective were introduced a [ 
'considerable period of time after a passage had been read. 

There are two aspects to the perspeotlVe shift effect. One is the 
negative Influence on subsequent recall of Information Important to the 
original perspective which is unimportant In the light of .the new perspec- 
tive. There |i no reason to suppose that a substantial delay would reduce 
the negative effect p unless the delay were so long that subjects were not 
recalling much of anything and there was, therefore , no room for a negative 



Influence to show Itself relative to a control group* 



m 



ime Coiirse, of Schema Effects 

3 

Wi th .respect to the *pos i t i ve efffct of L shift on recall of inforrni^ , 

/ ^ ~ Po- 

tion that becomes important in" the light of the phanged perspective, dne*i; 



idiate Intuition Is that a long delay would reduce or eliminate the/ 
effect. The reasbning' is that informalfory thatMs unimpdr*tOTt dur 
encoding and i s not produced during a firit attempt at recall seems destined 
fior a short memor i al hal f- 1 if e , i f it we f^e stored at all, Uriless the new 
perspective were introdijlced shortjy afte^r reading, it ^eems ri though there 
would be no previously unrecalled infor^mation^"n memory that could be 
recbvered when the perspective shlftedC 



Method 




V 



Subjects . Seventy-one introductory educational psychology students 
participated in thV4^Kper iment ih/order to fulfill a course requirement. 

Five other subjiects failed to reappear for the delayed retention test. 

./ ' r ' 

Materials, design, and procedure . Subjects read the skipping schoogl . 
passage from the perspective of; either a burglar or homebuyer, worked on 
the Wida^ Range. Vocabulary Test for twelve minutes, and then attempted to 
recall the^tpassage. When everyone had completed the first recall, five 
mfnutet were alleged to do six items from the Surface Development Test 
(French, Elkstrom, & Pri ce^ 1963) . This test requl.res subjects to mentally 
"fold^' a two dimensional figure to match a three dimensional representation. 



The task Is to match num^ere^|edges on the two dimensional figure with the 
lettered edges on its t^ree^ii^|Hs lonal counterpart, . s 
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Next, one randomlv' selected group of subjects turned , to, an 'instruction 

' - . . , ^ ' ^ : ^- P ■ ■ - i 

•page which asked them, to 'recall the-.story a second |fm'eV \A.raj^ of ■ 

this smaller group did so from the same perspect i ve- and' the jfcther Half, from 

the alternate ^terspectlve. Subjects in the. no-change condlt\bh were told 

the study was being done to determine whether or not peop^fe 

things about a stdry they thought they had ftirgotten i f they are given i 

ieconcl chance* Thel r .original perspeGtive instructions were' then repeated 

Subjects in the change of perspective conditfon were told, ''This stgdy'^ 

being done. to determine whether or not people can. remember things about i 



story they thought they had forgotten i f they are given. a new perspective ' 
on that story , . . Please try tq think of the story you read from the 
followihg new perspective," The new perspective was then described exactly 
as It had been for tf^se subject^ given it original ly. Recall instructions 
were repeated for both groups and the experimenter stressed , , this 
study is attempting to determine dif^rences in persons' regall from pne^ 
time to the *next so please 'wri te down every bit of the story which you can 



^ A second group of subjects turned to a filler task, Jthe "Memory Pre^ 

. V ^ ■ ; ; . - - ' ■ ; . ^ 

cislon Test," which asked them to write from memory any two' f ami 1 iar pieces 
of literature. Suggested as examples were Lincoln's Gettysburg Address, the 
Star spangled Banner, the Twenty-th i rd Psalm, ^a\id the Scout Oath, Subjects 
were told to wrltft; as mucK and as accurately as they could. 
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AppnDxjmately two 'weeks (range = '14 to 16 days) Rafter 'th|''inr^^^ 
seiSjonY^the experimenter returned to the, subjects' classrooms and again / 
asked for recall. The Hnstruct4.pris began, 'Two weeks ago you read a jtory 

about two boys playing hooky^from scKoolv" The rest of the.M nstructjons 

' ' -' , ' i, ■ ' ■ ■ , ,■ ■ ' • . ^ , * 

were the lame ps' those used tyjo weeks earlier tb obtain the second story 

recall* ;A random half of the subjects w#:re asked to' recall the story from 

- ■ . //-V-:-^"'.. ^ ^ ^^V^:. / ; '"./'C^' ^ ^ - - ■ ^ 

the pers:pective origihaUy assigned, ^lie^; rerfiaflning half from the other> / 

, perspecti vet/. The; (jfelayecf protocols of subjects who had recal led the^ttory 

a^secbnd time two weiks'^^^fej^r were not fnciuded fn the' data analysis; 

'thus, retent ion interval was a b^wefln-subjects ^^ctor. 

' ■ ^"^^ ^ " . ^ . ^ \ - ■ ^ 

^ ^ ^ ' ^ v ■ ■ i:^^' ^^ f 

When subjects had written eveirythjng they could recaU ^ they completed # 

■ - . ^ s ^' " :^:^.H's-^-'r'^^ . .^^ ^ 

a ^hort debrief i ng questronnai re. Subjects were then ^lured they Woulltf ndf 
ever have to write the story again, thanked for thei r cooperatibn , and 
dismissed. . . * - v , * 



.Results > - " 



As in,^most o.^=QU^-prevr|ous studies burglar information was better 
rec#l^tl than homebuyer information. However, this factor did not interact 

^^^^ ■ ^; . ^ " 

with other variables. For clarity and economy of presentation, the burglar 

■ ' ^ — y ■ , V . /■ ■ . 

and homebuyer data were pooled in. al 1 of the analyses reported below. 
Table 2 conta 1 ns >mean proportions of idea un i ts recal led on the ffrst and 
second attempts, ^ 



insert Table 2 about here 
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/.Time Qourse of Schema Effects 
The first analysis jnvolved the difference between the fitrst and 



second attempts in :prdporti^on~of el^^^ recii led-tha^wepe^^rUm^ 

to the original; perspectj^ These elaments become important in ^tHa l ight 

of thf second recalT schema for subjects who shifted persp^tivas but 



remained unimportant for no-shift control subjects. COTputed was a 

2 X 2 K 2^analysri^f of variance in which the factors were retent »on interval 

■ ' ■ . 

(Immediate versus^ Delay) , importance of information to the perspective 
active during the second recall attempt (High versus Low), and vocabul&ry 
^CHQi^l edge '(High verlus LoW) , Significant effects for retention interval, 
i/£(lt&3) ^v60.^, £ < ,00U and second recall perspective, £(1,63) ^ 15^0, 
.001, appeared. These Results repllcafte earlier studies showing a 
positive effect of a perspective shift. Thatjs, the results confirm that 
subjects who shift perspectives reca 1 1 addl tional Information which becomes 
important in the light of the changed perspective. The noteworthy new 
finding Is that the positive effect Is about as large when the perspective 
shift ocours two weeks later ^s whem^the shift occurs, shortly after the 
passage is recalled for the first time. 

A parallel analysis involved the difference between' the first and 
second attempt In propdrtlons of text elements recalled that were important 
tp^the Initial perspective. Again, the main effects for retention interval 
£(l,63) - 24.7* £< .001, and importance to second recall perspective, 
£(1,63) ' 6,3, £ < ^02, were significant. These results conflrm^-our pre- 
vious finding that a perspective shift has a negative effect on recall of 
infdrmation lijiportant to the Initial perspective which becbmes unimportant 



Time Course of Schema Effects 
' . . ^3 ' ' 

as a result of the shift* Though the negative effect was somewhat larger 
after two wee.ks* the interaction of retention interval and second recall 
persp^ct * ve was not s ignj^fTc^nt, r ^^^r : " i , '.-1 ' - j : 

A further set of analyses was done to prdvide a more detailed picture 
of the results. Table 3 summarizes mean prdportions of text elements recalled 
on the second attempt given that the Information was or was not recalled on 
the first attempt. Begi nning wi th al readY^recal led information of low 
importance to the initial perspective^ only" retention Interval had 6 signifi-* 
cant effect, £(1,57) = 50, 1^ £< .OOh Already-recalled Information of higK 
importance to the initial perspect i ve was influenced by both retention^ 
fnterval, _F(1,57) = 24.1, £^ < ,001, arid importance to second recalj perspec- 
tive, F.(lf57) ^ 9*6j £< .001, With respect to previously unrecalled infor^ 
mat ion of low importance to a subject's initial perspective, significant 
effects were observed for retention interval, £(lp57) = 7*0j £ < .02, 
Importance to second recall perspectives 1 ,57) - 13*1? £ <^ ,001, and the 
fnteraction of these two factors, £(1,57) - 5.7i £< .03. No significant, 
effects appeared in an analysis of pryeviously^unrecal led Information of 
high importance to the initial perspective*. 

Insert Table 3 about here^ 



Genera 1 Pi scuss ion 
The present research shows that a perspective assigned before reading, 
shortly after readings or long after readihg has a pronounced influence on 
text recall. The straightforward interpretation Is that a perspective 
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i ■ . " ^ . • ■ / ■ 

Eaken beforeharid 'activates a schema which selectively enhances encodi ng 
whereas a schema activated ifterwards selectively enhances retrieval . As 
a matter of logic, there is no' escape from the latter conclusion since a 
r pe?specTrve cons reading could not influencg 

encoding* 

^ The explanation for the effect of a perspective assigned prior to 

' - ■ ' ' ■ \ 

reading may appear to be lesi certain. One/Wbuld supposte th^: ordinari ly 

people mainjajn, the same sterna when recalling a passage as wh4^ reading 

i^t. Thus^ the influence yof a schema Induced beforehand might alfto'be 

attributable to a retrlyeval process ir^itead of an encoding process A A 

close look at the dataj however^ suggests that the reading persgecti v\ does 

affect encoding. Presumably a perspective shift disables the schema opWa- 

tlve during reading, thereby preventing this schema from influencing retr|ieval 

Consistent with tnis assumption •! s the fact that there was a sharp drop fr\ 

I ' - _ f ■/ 

recall of information that had been important to the reading schema but 

became unimportant when the perspective shifted. On the other hand, recall 
of this information was still superior to the recall of information unimpor- 
tant to both/the reading and the recall perspectives, a superiority which ^ 
can be accaunted for plausibly only in terms of an encoding process. 

We conclude that all of the data' conforms to a^^^heory that says that the 
schema brought Into play by perspective iQStri^t^ions will facilitate encoding 
if it Is operative while a passage is bei^flg risad and will facilitate retrieval 
if It is operative when the passage "Is being recalled. Information. important 
only to the reading perspective benefits frOT Just the encoding process. 
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Informatjon important only to the recal 1 persjiecti vebene^H^^^ just the 
retrieval process. Whea. the reading and recall perspectives areSfhe same, 
infbrmation important to the perspective is enhanced by both/proGe^es * ^ ' , 
The experiments reported in this paper do not 1 1 lumin^e the spaplf ic'' 

^- ; - - ^- . ' _ '..'vx . 

mechanisms by which schemata influence^ encoding and . re t^ev,ah,^6t h#^^^^ 
suggests that during encoding the operant! ve schema may^Ide allb&tion oi 



attention to important text elements. Subjects ri^i^tt^ayrnj cl^ atten^ 
tion to important elements (Anderson S Picherts 1978) an^d they do spend more 
time on these, elements (Ca^enter 6 Just, Hoje 1; Clrilo £ FosfS, Note 2). 

4 promising eKplanation for :the/retrieval j^ect is that the schema 
provides a ''retrieval planJ^^ Idea is that the rememberer organizes 
mamory search In terms of ^Gategories of information marked as important in 
the schema. To i 11 ustratfii everyone' s burglary' schema may be^supposed to 
include the knowledge that burglars ^re Interested in entering the premises 
to be robbedj findlhg loots and avoiding detection. A person attempting to 
recall the skipping school passage who is told to play the role of a burglar 
Is hypbthesized to procede from these general concerns to related text infor- 
mation such as* respectively, that the side -^oor is unl ocked, . that there are 
three ten-speed bikes Inithe garage, and that the view from the road .is 
blocked by a tall hedge. The schema can be thought of as providing impUcit- 
cues or mental pathways to relevant text information. In this view text 
information that does not connect with the schema guiding memory search is 
unlikely to be recalled. A top-down search emanat ing from a burglary 
schema could not turn up the info^mltipn in the skipping school passage 



/ 
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that the house has new stone siding, for instance. Rrtfo^peGt i ve self^ 
reports of subjects aBout why they remembered information have provided 
some prenminary support for the retrieval plan hypothesil (Andersbn S 
Pi|hert, 1978). ^ \ 

^ jThe retrieval plan hypothesis gives a very reasonable account of the 
fact that subjects who shift perspectives recall previously Unreca 1 led ^ 
inform^tfon. There are other possible eKplandtipns for the phenomenon, 

r. One, is\that subjects m.ay be editMng their output when they write 
what they can remembisr on the first attempt. The ^1 ncrement on the 




second attempt might represent a change-^ editing standards rather than laj 
genuine change In what Information is recirl/lable. The output edltrng 
hypothesis has several forms. Because of fatigue or boredonv subjects ' 



might hot bother to write down unimportant elements, Or^ they might adopt 
a more stringent crl ter ion of confidence for unimportant elements. Or, 
important elements might be given recall priori ty Jthereby^'^MbjecUng 
unimportant elements to output Interference (Roedf ger, 197^) . This class 
of hypotheses has, not far^^d well ,fo date (ef. Anderson, 1978^, Subjects \ 
report writing down every detail they can remember, no matter how Inslgnif= 
leant. The .perspective shift effect Is found even when| money,,! & paid ^or 
complete and accurate recal l (Surber,* 1977) * ' When. a^slgnal detectlpn analy 
sis is done bf performance /on a recognition task, it does not appear, that ^ 
a perspective^ Shi ft affects, the. bias parameter (Surber, 1977)- Final Iy% 
unpubl ished research done in our) laborttory shows,; that^ Instructing subjects 
to recal I.Jnformation not relevant to thejr^ perspective before they recall 
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the Jnformatlon that Is relevanjt does not diminish the perspecf 1 ve .shl f t 
effect. Our tentative concl usion i s that, while surely there are clrcum= 

s-tances un^er wh! eh whit gets reported /ro^lemory will be edfted, this 

^ ■■ • ^ ^ ' - . . ' . % . ■ 

does not seetr) to .be the explanat^n for the perspective^ shi ft phenqmenon 

^ ' ' ' ^ % ^ ^ ■ ' . . ■ 

^ under the^GondI,tlofis that have pre^ai 1^ in our experiments . " ^ 
' ^ ^ - • ^ ^ " . " - * ^ , ^ 

Another pqss lb la fr^planat ib^ for the phenomenon of recall of previously 

. unr^fea^fled information U that \the new schema allows Infdrential^recon- 
"struclroh of the text elements 'not reported the first, time. Spiro (1^7) ^ 

'and Snyder and Uran^o^Itz (1978) have done sofne Ingenious experiment, I ^ 
Show that this hypothesis Is credl table. It gives a poor account of our 




da !ta I however, because there are insufficient grounds for Infehi^ing many 

, - ' • ' ^ '' ' ~ 

qf the elements subjects, produce after a ^ersp^tive shjft. Consider the 

' ^ . ^ ■ ..^ ■ 

information infthe te^ tTiat Mother is never ^ome on ThursSays.s, From the 

burglary' schema, a rememberer may be presumed to know that a burglar would 

be interested In avoiding detfictlonj but It would be ,a coincidence, indeed, 

if by reconstruction \^r, less po^ tely, fabrication, he or she were able to 

hit on Just this state of affairs thatjenable avoiding detection^. 

There have been previous failures to show any effept on recall from a 

manipulation that causes subjects to bring to bear a schema after reading 

a passage. Notably, the present research may seem to. conflict with the 

well-known experlmenti of Bransford ^nd Johnson (1973)^ They found that ' 

a picture that indicated the proper relationships among the objects mentioned 

In an otherwise ambiguous .passage strongly enhanced recall when presented 
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before the passage bbt^had no effect when ,pyIsented^ ^f^ it had 

, ' / . ' / , • ^ ^ " ' * 

been read,' 'Similarly, a, title given before* but not after, an amblquous 
passage facilUated recaH . The cri tl ca t feature of thl passages used in^ 
the Bran^sford and Johnson experiments^was that w^itKout assistance subjects . 
^w#re unable to diicover schemata withlm which thel' passages made sense. 
Because there was no ^framework for encoding the information, little could 
be learned of' remembered. In the Ik rpping school passage, on the other 
hand, all, of thi^ elements were un|erstandable sn terms of some s'^lhema or 
other that was t/ansparent to the reader. the.Jsegments not directly relat-- 
able to the sfchema activated by the perspective 1 Astructions could be compre 
handed \M tqrms of sc^idmata§embodying knawleag;| about the motivations of 
young boys, |the physical layout of hbuseSi or goitie other matter of common 
knowledge* 

It Is md^st interesting that a perspective shift continues to influence 
recall even when it occurs after' a two week ihtervah The data are clear 
that there is still an aggregate effect^ less clear about the locus of the 
effect, Thevmbst striking Ending of our studies Is the phenomenon of 
recall of previously unrecalled information following a perspective shift. 
In thejsecond experiment reported here, previously unrecalled information,' 
(mpft'tint in terms of the recall perspective, had a probablility of ,,35 of 
being -produced on the second attempt when the shift happened immediately 
and ,11 when the shift was delayed for two wee1<s (see Table 3), The compar- 
able values for the no shift groups were .06 and *05. Looking at the data 
in anothej way, 87% of the subjects who shifted perspective Immediately 
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^recalled at least one additlorial piece of now- important information on the 
second attempt while 501 who shifted perspectives two weeks later did so. 
The figures for the no shift groups weri ^71 and 381, ^Signlf icince tests 
showed that the increment of the immedfate shi f t ^group was rel iable _whereas 
that fef/the delayed group was not, . Thus, our iUL^i a 1^ Conjecture that the . 
increment in rec^aH of prevtoasTy unrecaned^ information might be-reduced 

~of el iminated by a delay received some support. It should be cautioned, 
though, that by the time the data had been partitioned according to time of 
second recal 1 , importance to the reading perspective, and recall or non- 
recall on the first attempt, there wm not much^power left with which to 
challenge the null hypothesis. . ' 

One of the oldest findings In the prose literature (cf. Nev^an, 1939) 

is that, Important information is better remembered ^ not Just better learned, 

" . ■ ■ , r _ - . 

than %jn important information. This fact could be attributable solely to 

the retrieval process demonstrated in our perspective shift studies. But 

< - ■ 

there. also may be an additional enhancement of information imjDortant during 
reading. It may benefit frorti greater ''strength" or "goodness'' of learning 
becaxise of more rehearsal, greater depth of processing^ greater breadth of / 
processing, or whatever. The result would be a more e'ndur i ng memory trace, 

i 

and, hencej a slower rate- of forgetting for initially important as opposed 
to initially unimportant information, ■ 

Experiment 2 provided some support for tKis hypothesis. The pertinent ' 
data Involved the change over the retention interval In recal I of informati.pn 
that assuredly had been learned because it had been recalled on the first 
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attempt (see the second and fourth columns of Table 3)* Over the re ten tj on 
interval there was a decl i ne of , , 42 fn recall of already- recalled information 
of low Importance to the reading perspective. The parallel figure for 
Informati-^n of high importance to the reading perspective was orrly ^JS. > 

Q * 

This difference in. rate of forgetti^ng, which was independent of Ipvel of 
importance to the reca U perspecti ve^ proved to be stat Is ti cal ly s Igni f i - 
canti t(63) ^ 2,38, £ < ^05. TKus, jt-appears. that the schema ope rat five , 
during rearfing affects not only the likelihood certain information will be 
learned but afto its durabMIty in memory, Notip that this conclusion 
cannot be discounted on the grounds that al ready-recal led text elements 
of low and high importance to the reading perspective were not comparable. 
If anythiipg, there was a bias against finding a difference in rate of for- 



gettlngs for elements that were learned even though they were unimportant 
to the reading perspective must have been especially salient for some 
intrinsic reason and, therefore, one would have thought, especially memorable. 
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Table I : J 



Mean Proportions of Te^t Elements Recalled 



^ ^ ImpDrtirci^to 
* IfTiportshCe to ^ Reading Ptfspecti ve 

Reeal 1 Peripect .^.^^^..^^^^ — ^ — ^.^.^ 

Low High 
. Hfgh ' i / ^.i^l ' ,51 

Lew .32 .i(3 
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Table 2 



Meari Proportions of TeJ<t Eltments Recalled 



Importance to Reading Ptrspective 



linportance to Second 
Recall peripectivt 



Low 



High 



Reeal 11 Recall 2 Becal 1 1 Recall 2 



High 

S litiniediate 
Delay 



Ml 



.60 

.29 



-62 



50 



Low 



linmediate 
Delay 



.36 
.SI 



38 
29 



.59 
.58 



,50 
29 
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Table 3 

( . 

Weiris Pfoportlons of T%xt ETtments Recalled on Second Attempt 
Given Recall or Non-recal 1 on Ff est Attenipt 



linpc»i"tance to Second 
Recall Perspective 



High 

Iniined late 
> Delay 



Importirice to Reidi ng Perspective 



High 



Not Recalled Recalled Mot Recal led Recalled 



.35 
.11 



.09 



I2vr 



.98 
,67 



litmied iate 
Delay 



.06 

,05 



■92 
.51 



.19 

.10 



79 
k6 
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